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The Intimate International Relations of Museums: a Method 
 
This article proposes a method for analysing museums as sites of intimate and colonially-produced international 
relations. Beginning with fieldwork that approaches museums as sites through which people intimately 
encounter the objects, institutions, selves and others of international politics, we explore how intimacy can be 
 ‘ƌĞĂĚ ? ĂƐ ƐŽĐŝŽ-sexual affect, scales and proximities, and colonial differentiation/racialisation. The article is 
grounded in fieldwork at the British Army Royal Engineers museum in Kent, UK, conceptualised as an assembly 
of, following Stoler, imperial debris. We explore how certain ŵƵƐĞƵŵ ĞǆŚŝďŝƚƐ ǁŽƌŬ ĂƐ ŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞ  ‘ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŝŶŐ
ŽďũĞĐƚƐ ? ? ůŽĐĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŵƵƐĞƵŵ ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚŽƐĞ ǁŚŽ ǀŝƐŝƚ Žƌ ĂƌĞ ĞǆĐůƵĚĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ŝƚ ? ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞ
circulations of imperial and colonial violence. The article makes two core contributions: Firstly, responding to 
recent literature in IR on museums we propose a framework for understanding how museums and exhibitions 
function as everyday sites of coloniality and racialisation. Secondly, we propose that approaching intimacy as a 
method is instructive for fieldwork in international relations (including museums) which takes the colonial 
constitution of the global/local seriously.  
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Introduction 
 
At the British Army Royal Engineers Museum in Kent, UK, visitors are invited to marvel at objects representing 
the might of British military engineering. In particular they are called upon to celebrate the role of that 
engineering in literally building empire, described by an information board as  ‘honourable conquest ?1. The 
museum displays are dominated by machines and technology: bridging devices, mapping technologies, 
fortifications, weapons. There is a lot of hard, forged metal, peppered with some more organic offerings such as 
a collection of teeth ripped from the mouths of the dead at Waterloo. Yet, these exhibits, and how visitors are 
invited to relate to them (and to the museum, the British Army, state and empire) occurs within the terms of a 
ǀĞƌǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŽďũĞĐƚ ?dŚĞǀŝƐŝƚŽƌŝƐŐƵŝĚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƐĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƌĞŵĂŝŶƐŽĨƐƚĂƚĞǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞďǇƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ‘ĐƵƚĞ ?
and familiar: a small pet dog. Collected by British soldiers from a Crimean battlefield in 1854 and later becoming 
ƚŚĞŵĂƐĐŽƚŽĨƚŚĞZŽǇĂůŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŵƵƐĞƵŵ ? ‘^ŶŽď ?ƚŚĞƚĞƌƌŝĞƌĚŽŐŝƐŶŽǁĂƚĂǆŝĚĞƌŵǇĞǆŚŝďŝƚ ?ĂĐĂƌƚŽŽŶ
character on informational signs that guide visitors (particularly children) through the museum, and a plush toy 
ambassador for the museum with its own Twitter account2. The juxtaposition of Snob and the other materials 
invokes  in the visitor a set of emotional reactions and (perhaps) familiar relationships. On the floor of a glass 
case amongst an assortment of weapons, paraphernalia and battlefield materials, the taxidermy dog is jarringly 
 ‘charming ? ?  ‘ƐǁĞĞƚ ?ĂŶĚƐĞĞŵƐ- against an array of metal things - ƉĂƌĂĚŽǆŝĐĂůůǇ  ‘ĂůŝǀĞ ? ?To many visitors he is 
likely to be intimately familiar as a pet - one of the family.3 It is easy to imagine reaching down to pet him, an 
impulse, the visitor seems invited to imagine, shared with the soldiers who brought him back with them to 
England.  
 
                                               
1
 $ILOPSOD\LQJLQWKHPXVHXPGHVFULEHVKRZDV³WKHDUP\¶VEXLOGHUV´WKH5R\DO(QJLQHHUV³EXLOWDQGGHIHQGHG%ULWDLQ¶V
HPSLUH´ 
2 @REMuseum_Snob 
3
 We note the western centric account of dogs as domesticated/family here. This is an aspect we unpack in more detail below.  
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This description, based on ethnographic fieldwork at the Royal Engineers Museum in the summer of 20184, 
raises a number of important questions about how we might study museums as sites of international relations 
that are ďŽƵŶĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ ‘ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĐĂƚĂůŽŐƵŝŶŐ ?objects of conquest. In the particular case of Snob, these 
reflections relate to the historical conditions under which, to some, dogs can be imagined as friendly and 
familial in the first place. Already, in this seemingly banal encounter in the Museum, we are confronted with an 
object that calls out our own positionality as white western visitors/researchers who, whilst critical of the 
museum, can still be called upon  to imagine this military mascot  ĂƐ ‘ƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞĨĂŵŝůǇ ? and through Snob be 
ŝŶǀŝƚĞĚƚŽŵĂƌǀĞůĂƚƚŚĞ ‘ŐůŽƌǇ ?ŽĨƌŝƚŝƐŚcolonial and imperial militarism. Following from this point, in this article 
we ask how can the museum itself be understood as an institution that is made in histories and presents of 
International Relations (IR)? How might we, as researchers, approach the museum as a site of fieldwork; what 
should we look for? How might we account for our own positionality? How can we understand and analyse 
objects and the responses they elicit?  
 
We contend that questions such as these can be addressed through a methodological and conceptual approach 
which understands museums as everyday sites of coloniality and explores this through fieldwork and analysis 
centred on the politics of intimacy. Using ƚŚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ?ĂŵƵƐĞƵŵĐĂŶďĞ ‘ƌĞĂĚ ?ĂƐĂ space in which visitors are 
invited to intimately encounter the objects, institutions, selves, and others of international relations which 
comprise a system of power structured by colonially-forged racial logics and classifications5. We develop an 
approach to analysing intimacy as encompassing not only social relations between people but also processes of 
encountering objects and institutions. To illustrate this, we draw on and discuss the fieldwork at the museum of 
the British Army Royal Engineers with which the article opened. This is a site through which visitors are invited 
to engage with an institution of state power and violence via a collection of objects spanning hundreds of years 
of British imperial and colonial war.  
 
Our starting point is that museums are important sites for the constitution of international politics. They are 
locations of embodied experiences which normalise the conduct of a range of geopolitical processes. Studying 
museums as sites of international relations illuminates the grammars, logics and narratives of international 
politics6 and  that comprise the ongoing coloniality of global power. We e draw on the burgeoning scholarship 
on museums, heritage and memorialisation in IR, which has provided valuable accounts of the everyday 
reproduction of IR in sites such as the museum or gallery7. Museums are important political sites because they 
                                               
4 This visit to the Royal Engineers Museum was one of a number to military museums around the UK and involved immersion in the 
visitor experience, self-observation(through a form of autoethnographic encounter) and observation of other visitors, staff, and curators, 
taking photographs and collecting documents and objects. This approach shares much with that detailed by Audrey Reeves in Audrey 
ZĞĞǀĞƐ ? ‘ƵƚŽ-ĞƚŚŶŽŐƌĂƉŚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞ^ƚƵĚǇŽĨĨĨĞĐƚĂŶĚŵŽƚŝŽŶŝŶtŽƌůĚWŽůŝƚŝĐƐ P/ŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŶŐ^ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐĂƚ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ?Ɛ/ŵƉĞƌŝĂů
tĂƌDƵƐĞƵŵ ? ?ŝŶDĂĠǀĂůĠŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƌŝĐ^ĂŶŐĂƌ ?ĞĚƐ ? ?Researching Emotions in International Relations: Methodological Perspectives on 
the Emotional Turn, (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018): 103-127  
5 ŶŝďĂůYƵŝũĂŶŽ ? ‘ŽůŽŶŝĂůŝƚǇŽĨƉŽǁĞƌĂŶĚƵƌŽĐĞŶƚƌŝƐŵŝŶ >ĂƚŝŶŵĞƌŝĐĂ ? ?International Sociology 15, no. 2 (2000): 215-232, 218; Walter 
Mignolo  ‘ĞůŝŶŬŝŶŐ PdŚĞZŚĞƚŽƌŝĐŽĨŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĞůŽŐŝĐŽĨĐŽůŽŶŝĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞŐƌĂŵŵĂƌŽĨĚĞ-ĐŽůŽŶŝĂůŝƚǇ ? ?Cultural Studies, 21 (2) (2007): 
449-514. 
6 ĞďďŝĞ>ŝƐůĞ ? ‘ZĞũƵǀĞŶĂƚŝŶŐŵĞƚŚŽĚ ? ? Critical Studies on Security 2, no.3 (2014): 370-372 
7 See, for example, Christine Sylvester, Art/Museums: International Relations Where We Least Expect It (London: Paradigm, 2009); 
Debbie Lisle, Holidays in the Danger Zone: Entanglements of War and Tourism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2016); Gail 
Dexter Lord and Ngaire Blankenberg, Cities, Museums and Soft power  ?>ĂŶŚĂŵ ?D PZŽǁŵĂŶ ?>ŝƚƚůĞĨŝĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?zƵŶĐŝĂŝ ? ‘dŚĞĂƌƚŽĨ
museum diplomacy: The Singapore W&ƌĂŶĐĞĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? ?International Journal of Politics, Culture, and Society 26, 
no.2 (2013): 127-144; Audrey ZĞĞǀĞƐ ?  ‘DŽďŝůŝƐŝŶŐ ďŽĚŝĞƐ ? ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝŶŐ ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ P ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚ ĐŚŽƌĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĞƐ Ăƚ :ĞƌƵƐĂůĞŵ ?Ɛ ,ŽůŽĐĂƵƐƚ ,ŝƐƚŽƌǇ
DƵƐĞƵŵ ? ?Mobilities 13, no. 2 (2018): 216- ? ? ? ?:ƵůŝĂtĞůůĂŶĚ ? ‘sŝŽůĞŶĐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇƐŽůĚŝĞƌŝŶŐďŽĚǇ ?Security Dialogue, 48, no. 
6 (2017): 524 W540; Elisa Wynne-,ƵŐŚĞƐ ?  ‘'ŽǀĞƌŶŝŶŐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŐĂƌďĂŐĞ-ĐŝƚǇ ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ P WƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂů ƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ? ?
Interventions: International Journal of Postcolonial Studies 17, no. 6 (2015): 839-852.  
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are rendered as locations of truth-telling where they work as high-cultural sites for national and imperial 
memorialisation and thus structure central accounts of who and what is deemed worthy or unworthy to be 
marked and remembered in national and imperial history and contemporary international politics. Whilst 
existing studies examine the importance of museums to IR or undertake analyses of aspects of the international 
within museum sites, we identify two important areas that warrant further development. Firstly, in order to 
understand the significance of museums within international politics, we suggest that it is important to pay 
attention to the ways in which they function as everyday (rather than spectacular) sites of coloniality. This is 
because of the colonial logics underpinning the museum as an institution, part of the ways in which 
contemporary global structures of power are shaped by colonially-produced arrangements and relations. 
Secondly, as questions of method have become increasingly central to IR in both academic research and 
teaching8, we see the question of methodological approaches to museums as an important area for further 
consideration9and suggest that it is imperative to develop methods that are attuned to relations of coloniality. 
The central contributions of this article stem from addressing these two related areas through the development 
of an account of intimacy as method. 
 
To make these contributions, this article forwards an account of intimacy as a method for studying museums as 
everyday sites of coloniality. Drawing upon extensive work taking place in other disciplines, particularly that 
within political geography10, we develop existing accounts of intimacy in international relations11. Queer theory 
and feminist scholars have demonstrated the importance of paying attention to intimacy to understand the 
gendered and sexualised structures of the political but have addressed the racialised and colonial to a much 
lesser extent.12 We explore intimacy  as an analytical approach to the study of geopolitics which also reflexively 
engages with the positionality of the researcher.13 Extending an account of intimacy as a method we also speak 
to the emergent body of literature in IR on affect and emotions14, that, whilst it tends not to be framed within 
ƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂů ƚĞƌŵƐŽĨ  ‘intimacy ?, works to question the bodily sensations, encounters and sensibilities, and 
                                               
 
9 Whilst there has been little in the way of a concerted engagement with questions of method in relation to museums in IR, an important 
ƌĞĐĞŶƚĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŝƐZĞĞǀĞƐ ? ‘ƵƚŽ-ethnography and the Study of Affect and Emotion in World Politics ? ?. The question of a methodological 
approach to museums has been taken up in Museum Studies but this this has not been orientated towards questions of the 
international, geopolitics, warfare, violence which are central to IR. See Sharon MacDonald, A Companion to Museum Studies (Oxford: 
Blackwell, 2006). 
10 ZĂĐŚĞůWĂŝŶ ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞtĂƌ ? ?Political Geography 44, (2015): 63- ? ? ?^ĂƌĂ^ŵŝƚŚ ? ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂĐǇĂŶĚĂŶŐƐƚŝŶƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚ ? ?Gender, Place & Culture 
23, no. 1 (2016): 134- ? ? ? ?ĞďŽƌĂŚŽǁĞŶĂŶĚŵŝůǇ'ŝůďĞƌƚ ? ‘&ĞĂƌĂŶĚƚŚĞ&ĂŵŝůŝĂů ? ?ŝŶRachel Pain and Sara Smith, eds., Fear: Critical 
Geopolitics and Everyday Life,(London: Ashgate: 2008), 49-58;  
11 For example, Rahul ZĂŽ ? ‘dŚĞŝƉůŽŵĂƚĂŶĚƚŚĞŽŵĞƐƚŝĐ PKƌ ?,ŽŵĂŐĞƚŽ ?&ĂŬŝŶŐ/ƚ ? ? ?Millennium: Journal of International Studies 45, 
no. 1 (2016): 105-112; Cynthia Weber, Queer International Relations (Oxford: Oxford University Press); V. Spike PetersoŶ ? ‘&ĂŵŝůǇ
DĂƚƚĞƌƐ P,ŽǁYƵĞĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞ/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞYƵĞĞƌƐƚŚĞ/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ? ?International Studies Review 16, no. 4 (2014), 604 W608.  
12 Cynthia Enloe, Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics (Berkley: University of California, 1990); 
Lauren Berlant, ed., Intimacy (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 2000); For more explicit accounts of the imperial and colonial intimacy 
see Lisa Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents (Durham: Duke University Press, 2015); Victor Roman Mendoza, Metroimperial 
Intimacies: Fantasy, Racial-Sexual Governance, and the Philippines in U.S. Imperialism, 1899-1913 (Durham: Duke University Press, 2015). 
Queer theory schoalrship has also more recently taken up questions of race: Sara Ahmed, Queer Phenomenology (Durham: Duke 
University Press, 2006); Jin Haritaworn, Adi Kuntsman, Silvia Posocco, eds., Queer Necropolitics (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014). 
13 Kim V.L. EŶŐůĂŶĚ ? ‘'ĞƚƚŝŶŐWĞƌƐŽŶĂů PZĞĨůĞǆŝǀŝƚǇ ?WŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚ&ĞŵŝŶŝƐƚZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ? ?The Professional Geographer 46, no.1 (1993): 80-
89. 
14 >ŝŶĚĂŚćůů ?  ‘ĨĨĞĐƚĂƐDĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ P&ĞŵŝŶŝƐŵĂŶĚ ƚŚĞWŽůŝƚŝĐƐŽĨŵŽƚŝŽŶ ? ?International Political Sociology 12, no 1 (2019): 36-52; 
Linda Åhäll and Thomas Gregory, Emotions, Politics and War (Abingdon: Routledge, 2015); Emma Hutchinson, Affective Communities in 
World Politics: Collective Emotions after Trauma (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016); Asli Calkivik and Jessica Auchter, 
 ‘^ǇŵƉŽƐŝƵŵ/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ PĞďĂƚŝŶŐdƌĂƵŵĂĂŶĚŵŽƚŝŽŶŝŶtŽƌůĚWŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ? ?Millennium: Journal of International Studies 47, no. 2 (2019) 
231 W236.  
4 
 
relations of objects that we are also interested in.15 Finally, throughout the article, we draw on Ann Laura 
^ƚŽůĞƌ ?Ɛaccount of imperial debris which refers both to the ruins of Empire and the ongoing ruination caused by 
colonial power, warfare and imperial capitalism16. We put forward an account of museums as sites of imperial 
debris, illuminating how they are simultaneously sites for the amassing of the material remains of projects of 
empire and also for the reproduction of present and ongoing colonially-structured forms of power and violence. 
Exploring the colonial role of museums and how they are arranged through and organise colonial forms of 
power and racialisation, we further engage with the burgeoning literature on IR, race and the colonial.17 In 
doing so, we further demonstrate the everyday character of colonial politics and the mundane way that 
divisions around the human Other take place.  
 
The article unfolds as follows. Firstly, we discuss museums as sites of international relations, everyday settings 
through which visitors encounter and are situated within state power and coloniality. Thinking about museums 
as imperial debris, we reflect on the patternings of raced and classed inclusion/exclusion through which 
processes  of coloniality occur and consider how a researcher coming to a museum is (already) bound within 
them. Secondly, we set out an approach to analysing international relations at museum sites through fieldwork 
and conceptualisations of intimacy. We work with an understanding of intimacy as encompassing the circulatory 
processes of socio-sexual affect, scales and proximities, and the enactment of colonial divisions and hierarchies. 
We describe how intimacy can be useful to understanding not just relations between people (including in a 
fieldwork setting) but also how people relate to objects and the institutions they are understood to represent. 
Thirdly, we illustrate this approach in application at the Royal Engineers Museum. tĞĂŶĂůǇƐĞ ‘^ŶŽď ?ƚŚĞĚŽŐas 
something we term an organising object, one that indexes the broader museum collection, and those who visit 
or might be included or excluded from it on particular terms, within the intimate circulations of imperial and 
colonial violence in the past and present. Fourthly, in the conclusion we map the wider application of the 
proposed method.  
 
Visitors, Researchers and Coloniality at the Museum 
 
When researching museums as sites of international politics, we have paid attention to a range of elements. 
These include the institutional arrangements of the particular museum (funding, mission objectives, state 
relations), approaches to curation (archival practices, exhibition rationale), specific exhibitions (objects, floor 
plans), and the interactions, emotions, feelings, and experiences of visitors. We might examine how a museum 
is spatially and sensorily arranged, how objects, video installations and soundscapes are used within and 
configure the exhibits, how routes and journeys are scripted through the space, how visitors are invited to and 
ĚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞ ?ďŽƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝǀĞĞǆŚŝďŝƚ ?ĂŶĚŵŽƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ ?tĞŵŝŐŚƚƚƌĂĐĞƚŚĞ
stories about the world that are told in and through the museum, and the ways in which visitors are invited to 
                                               
15 Clément and Sangar eds., Researching Emotions in International Relations: Methodological Perspectives on the Emotional Turn; Lauren 
Wilcox, Bodies of Violence: Theorizing Embodied Subjects in International Relations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015).  
16 Ann Laura Stoler, Imperial Debris: On Ruins and Ruination (Durham: Duke University Press, 2013). 
17 /ůůĂƌŝĂĂƌƌŽǌǌĂ ?/ĚĂĂŶĞǁŝĚĂŶĚǀĞůǇŶWĂƵůƐ ? ‘ZĂĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚZĞĂůŝƚŝĞƐŝŶtŽƌůĚWŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ? ?Millennium: Journal of International Studies 45, 
no. 3 (2017): 267 W268; Alexander Anievas, Nivi Manchanda and Robbie Shilliam eds., Race and Racism in International Relations: 
Confronting the Global Colour Line (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014); Anna M. Agathangelou and Kyle D. Killian, ed., Time, Temporality and 
Violence in International Relations: (De)fatalizing the Present, Forging Radical Alternatives (Abingdon: Routledge, 2016); Alison Howell 
and Melanie Richter-DŽŶƚƉĞƚŝƚ ?  ‘ZĂĐŝƐŵ ŝŶ&ŽƵĐĂƵůĚŝĂŶƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ P ďŝŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ? ůŝďĞƌĂůǁĂƌ ?ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǁŚŝƚĞǁĂƐŚŝŶŐŽĨĐŽůŽŶŝĂůĂŶĚ
ƌĂĐŝĂůǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞ ? ?International Political Sociology 13, no. 1 (2018): 2-19; Alison Howell and Melanie Richter-Montpetit ?   ‘/ƐƐĞĐƵƌŝƚŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ
ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ƌĂĐŝƐƚ ? ŝǀŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŵ ? ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ǁŚŝƚĞŶĞƐƐ ?ĂŶĚ ĂŶƚŝďůĂĐŬ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŽƉĞŶŚĂŐĞŶ ^ĐŚŽŽů ? ?Security Dialogue (2019). 
OnlineFirst, https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010619862921 
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be, to fit, and to be a part (or otherwise) within these stories. The museum fieldwork that we discuss in this 
article, and that has been a wider feature of our respective work, has paid attention to these aspects of the 
museum space through a combination of research practices that fall, sometimes fairly loosely, into the 
categories of auto-/ethnography, observation, discourse analysis, informal conversations and more formalised 
interviews. Photographs are typically taken along with written notes and, depending on the museum, we might 
come away with a collection of objects such as leaflets for educational trails around the site or souvenirs from 
the shop. The latter exemplify the stories that are told through the musĞƵŵ ?ƐĐƵƌĂƚŽƌŝĂůƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐǁŚŝůƐƚĂůƐŽ
being the focus of orchestrated interaction between the visitor and the museum space. Depending on the size 
of the museum and practical considerations we will sometimes encounter a museum over a single day and 
sometimes over several. dŚĞŵƵƐĞƵŵ ?ƐǁĞďƐŝƚĞĂŶĚĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁĞďƐŝƚĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐdƌŝƉĚǀŝƐŽƌƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
material. The strategy ŽƵƚůŝŶĞĚŚĞƌĞŚĂƐŵƵĐŚŝŶĐŽŵŵŽŶǁŝƚŚƵĚƌĞǇZĞĞǀĞƐ ?auto-ethnographic approach to 
museums. In this approach the researcher is immersed in the social environment that they are studying with a 
particular attention paid to the affective experiences generated within the museum setting18. The strategy can 
also be understood as an example of ǁŚĂƚĞďďŝĞ>ŝƐůĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐ ‘ƐŝƚĞ-ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĞƚŚŶŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ ?19. 
 
Speaking as we have of  ‘ƚŚĞŵƵƐĞƵŵ ?ĂƐĂƐŝƚĞ ?ĂŶĚƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ with it, risks suggesting a homogeneity 
that does not exist. Museums are diverse, comprised of many elements and can be many things.20 People relate 
to, or are excluded from, the museum space in many different ways. Our approach and analysis has been 
generated in the context of research at British museums, and we are two white British academics. We both 
grew up in the United Kingdom and like many other British kids experienced our earliest encounters with the 
museum as simultaneously fun, dull, recreational, touristic and educational. We had been going to museums 
our whole lives before we began to encounter them consciously as research sites. As Reeves notes, the point of 
ĨŽƌĞŐƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ŽďũĞĐƚ ŽĨ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ? ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
researcher  W including such things as the positionalities we refer to here  W functions as a resource21. Different 
contexts call for different approaches; it is not our aim to create a universal template that can be identically 
applied to any museum anywhere by everyone. However, we suggest in the rest of this article that an attention 
to the existing familiarities that researchers might have with museums and ways in which they might already be 
intimately connected to them, a reflexive attention to positionality, and a broader analysis of intimacy can be 
useful across museum sites.  
 
Museums are increasingly viewed within IR as sites of international politics, not just as repositories of heritage 
but the active production and remaking of the international.22 Museums are places in which political processes, 
institutions, logics, and myths are reconstituted, stabilised aŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĂůŝƐĞĚ ?dŚĞŵƵƐĞƵŵŝƐĂƐƉĂĐĞŽĨ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ?
politics: museums function as sites through which certain people are invited to understand the world in 
particular ways. Museums are often presented as places of learning, knowledge, and are authorised as  ‘ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ? ?
 ‘ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ?  ‘Ăƌƚ ? ? dhey are repositories for state-sponsored and sanctioned versions of the social and cultural 
world. In this way, ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ĂƐ ƐŝƚĞƐ ŽĨ  ‘ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĚĞďĂƚĞ ? ?23 memorialisation,24 the creation of 
                                               
18 ZĞĞǀĞƐ ? ‘ƵƚŽ-ĞƚŚŶŽŐƌĂƉŚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞ^ƚƵĚǇŽĨĨĨĞĐƚĂŶĚŵŽƚŝŽŶŝŶtŽƌůĚWŽůŝƚŝĐƐ P/ŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŶŐ^ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐĂƚ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ?Ɛ
/ŵƉĞƌŝĂůtĂƌDƵƐĞƵŵ ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?-114 
19 >ŝƐůĞ ? ‘ZĞũƵǀĞŶĂƚŝŶŐŵĞƚŚŽĚ ? ? Critical Studies on Security, p.372 
20 dŽŶǇĞŶŶĞƚƚĂŶĚŚƌŝƐ,ĞĂůǇ ? ‘/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ PĂƐƐĞŵďůŝŶŐĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ?ŝŶAssembling Culture, Tony Bennett and Chris Healy eds., (London: 
Routledge, 2011), 1-8. 
21 ZĞĞǀĞƐ ?ZĞĞǀĞƐ ? ‘ƵƚŽ-ethnography and the Study of Affect and Emotion in World Politics: Investigating Security Discourses at 
>ŽŶĚŽŶ ?Ɛ/ŵƉĞƌŝĂůtĂƌDƵƐĞƵŵ ? ? ? ? ? 
22 Sylvester, Art/Museums. 
23 ƌĞŶĚĂ^ ? ?zĞŽŚ ? ‘DƵƐĞƵŵƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐŽĨĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ? ?Identities 21, no. 4 (2017): 48-54.  
24 Jessica Auchter, The Politics of Haunting and Memory in International Relations (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), 47. 
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 ‘ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ ? ?25 They retain a pedagogical and civic function at the same time that they are commodified and 
experienced through the neoliberal frame of heritage tourism26. 
 
Approaching the study of museums we need to be attuned to how museums are sites of ongoing colonial 
power. As Anibal Quijano, Walter Mignolo and others have detailed, coloniality is the way in which the modern 
world and world power is structured by logics of racial classification27. The colonial is therefore not a matter of 
history but an ongoing power structure. Taking this seriously in the study of museums means moving beyond 
the idea that museums are places of heritage but, rather, are sites which reproduce a colonially shaped and 
mandated contemporary ǁŽƌůĚ ?^ƚŽůĞƌ ?ƐǁŽƌŬŽŶƌƵŝŶƐ provides a useful means of thinking about the coloniality 
of the museum28. tŚŝůƐƚƚŚĞ ‘ƌƵŝŶ ?ŝƐŬŶŽǁŶďǇŝƚƐĚĞĐĂǇ, often the museum is considered a site of preservation; 
ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ  ‘ƌƵŝŶƐ ? ? dŚĞ ŵƵƐĞƵŵ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ƐƉĞĐƚĂĐůĞŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĞǆŚŝďŝƚŝŽŶ ? ƚŚĞ ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƐŝŶŐ ŽĨ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ
ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚĞĚ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƌŽƚ ? ŽĨ ƌƵŝŶƐ ? tŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉĞƌŝĂů and colonial mindset, museums are the civilised 
counterpoint to cultures which cannot tell their own history (so that some only have ruins). Because of this, 
rather than in spite of it, we can think of museum as forms of imperial debris and part of the continuing legacies 
of colonial ruination29. dŚĂƚŝƐ ?ƚŚĞƌŽƚĂŶĚĚĞĐĂǇĐĞŶƚƌĂůƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨ ŝŵƉĞƌŝĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?30. 
 
To speak of debris is to be reminded that Euro-American museums are filled with the looted, stolen, violently 
acquired objects of colonial occupation. Many are still funded by wealth extracted directly from the slave trade, 
or from other forms of accumulation by dispossession. The hoarding of artefacts by such institutions is not 
ŵĞƌĞůǇ ƚŚĞ ǀĂůŽƌŝƐŝŶŐ ŽĨ  ‘ƚŚĞ ƐƉŽŝůƐ ŽĨ ǁĂƌ ? ďǇ ĂŶ ŽĐĐƵƉǇŝŶŐ ĨŽƌĐĞ ďƵƚ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚƵĂů ĨƵŶction of colonial 
violence. It sustains white European superiority as it subjugates and destroys other cultures. The exhibit, as with 
the museum, was a particular optic of imperial power through which colonised people were made into a 
spectacle of the white masculine gaze, to be objectified and examined31. This had a particular racialised-
sexualised logic. Consider, for example, ƚŚĞĞǆŚŝďŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ ‘sĞŶƵƐ,ŽƚƚĞŶƚŽƚ ?ǁŽŵan Saartjie Baartman across 
France and Britain in the late 1900s, produced as a figure of exoticism and eroticism. After being experimented 
upon after her death by the eugenicists George Cuvier (the founder of the Natural History Museum in Paris), her 
body parts were kept on display in the Museum of Man until the late 1970s and only returned to South Africa in 
200232. Thus, the logic and the structure of the exhibit, and that of the museums that house them, has been 
centrally involved in the production of systems of racial classification.  
 
Within this logic, imperial powers have long used local populations ? alleged inability to care for material culture 
ĂƐ Ă ƐŝŐŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ  ‘ŝŶĨĂŶĐǇ ? ĂŶĚ ƵŶĚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ, to justify not returning significant artefacts. Northern 
museums still refuse the return of artefacts, ŽĨƚĞŶƉƌĞŵŝƐĞĚŽŶĐůĂŝŵƐƚŽ  ‘ŐůŽďĂůĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?ŽƌŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ? /Ŷ ƚŚŝƐ
way, ruination continues even as it is steadily remarked upon and reflected upon by purportedly  ‘ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ ?
                                               
25 Tony Bennett, Robin Trotter, Donna McAlear eds., Museums and Citizenship: A Resource Book (Brisbane: Queensland Museum, 1996). 
26 Philip W. ^ĐŚĞƌ ? ‘Heritage tourism in the Caribbean: The politics ŽĨĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂĨƚĞƌŶĞŽůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵ ? ? Bulletin of Latin American Research 30, 
no. 1 (2011): 7-20. 
27 YƵŝũĂŶŽ ? ‘ŽůŽŶŝĂůŝƚǇ ŽĨƉŽǁĞƌĂŶĚƵƌŽĐĞŶƚƌŝƐŵŝŶ>ĂƚŝŶŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?: ? ? ? ?DŝŐŶŽůŽ ? ‘ĞůŝŶŬŝŶŐ PdŚĞZŚĞƚŽƌŝĐŽĨŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĞůŽŐŝĐŽĨ
coloniality and the grammar of de-ĐŽůŽŶŝĂůŝƚǇ ? ?
28 Stoler, Imperial Debris: On Ruins and Ruination.  
29 Ibid, 5. 
30 ^ƚŽůĞƌ ? ‘WƌĞĨĂĐĞ ? ?ŝŶImperial Debris, IV.  
31 ďĞůůŚŽŽŬƐ ? ‘dŚĞŽƉƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĂůŐĂǌĞ PůĂĐŬĨĞŵĂůĞƐƉĞĐƚĂƚŽƌƐ ? ?/ŶThe Film Theory Reader: Debates and Arguments, Marc Furstenau ed., 
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2010), 229-243; Timothy Mitchell, Colonising Egypt (Berkley, University of California, 1991), 1-10. Also see Tony 
Bennett, , 'Civic seeing: museums and the organisation of vision', in Companion to Museum Studies, Sharon MacDonald ed., (Oxford: 
Blackwell, 2006), 263-81. 
32 Lydie DŽƵĚŝůĞŶŽ ? ‘ZĞƚƵƌŶŝŶŐZĞŵĂŝŶƐ P^ĂĂƌƚũŝĞĂĂƌƚŵĂŶ ?ŽƌƚŚĞ “,ŽƚƚĞŶƚŽ sĞŶƵƐ ?ĂƐdƌĂŶƐŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůWŽƐƚĐŽůŽŶŝĂů/ĐŽŶ ? ?Forum for 
Modern Language Studies 45, no 2 (2009): 200 W212.  
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curation.33 We stress that the imperial debris of museums is not only isolated to artefacts taken by colonising 
ĨŽƌĐĞƐ ?ŽƌĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ  ‘ĂďŽƵƚ ?ĐŽůŽŶŝƐĞĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ŝƚĐĂŶĂůƐŽĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ ƚŚĞ ůŽŐŝĐƐĂŶĚĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨŽďũĞĐƚƐ
and their relationships to the structural conditions of past and ongoing forms of colonial inequality and 
violence. Imperial debris is not just the remainder of colonial occupation in colonies but also within 
(neo)metropoles like Britain. In the metropole, museums remain sites of the reproduction of colonial 
knowledge  W including the ongoing categorisation of people into more or less human, based upon their 
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů ‘ǁŽƌƚŚ ? and the making of colonised parts of the world into what Aurora Vergara Figueroa cĂůůƐ ‘ĞŵƉƚǇ
ƐƉĂĐĞƐ ? Wdevoid of culture or history.34  
 
The Royal Engineers Museum is an exemplary case of imperial debris. On the museum information board titled 
 ‘,ŽŶŽƵƌĂďůĞ ŽŶƋƵĞƐƚƐ ?, the visitor is told that in the 19th century the Corps of Royal Engineers was the 
 ‘tecŚŶŝĐĂůĂƌŵŽĨƚŚĞƌŝƚŝƐŚƌŵǇ ? ? ĐĂůůĞĚƵƉŽŶƚŽ ‘create, often from scratch, the infrastructure of the modern 
ƐƚĂƚĞ ?. The board celebrates the Engineers ? building of canals, roads and railways in Canada, India, Egypt and 
Sudan and their undertaking of the survey of India, ǁŚŝĐŚ ‘mapped and measured the entire sub-ĐŽŶƚŝŶĞŶƚ ? ?/ƚŝƐ
also noƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ ‘ ?ŵ ?any Royal Engineers were distinguisheĚĂƌĐŚĂĞŽůŽŐŝƐƚƐĂŶĚĞǆƉůŽƌĞƌƐ ?ĂŶĚƐĞǀĞƌĂů ‘became 
imperial adminiƐƚƌĂƚŽƌƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽůŽŶŝĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŽƌƐ ?. Objects that are chosen to tell this story are, for example, 
mapping and surveying devices  W technologies of colonialism through which land was catalogued, measured and 
apportioned between the imperial powers. In another part of the museum, the ŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ ?ƌŽůĞŝŶĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ
wars and occupations is celebrated: visitors can learn about the tools and equipment used to build Camp 
Bastion, as well as roads and railways (the infrastructures of occupation). This museum is an outward public 
facing valorisation of (ongoing) technologies of colonial war, and its exhibitions are littered with artefacts which 
were used in acts of domination and dispossession. The museum captures many of the violent accruals and 
perpetuations of Empire and, as we go onto argue with the case of Snob, its exhibitions work to normalise and 
obscure these dynamics through particular curatorial strategies.  
 
Exploring museums as imperial debris goes beyond recognising and tracing the artefacts and structural 
conditions of the museum as an institution; it requires the researcher to pay attention to how museums 
organise and address visitors, researchers and so on. This matters for methodology. For example, the visitor 
being called upon by powerful retellings of British imperial history is a potent part of the heritage industry in the 
UK which, as Divya Tolia-Kelly has shown, relies on a deeply racialised affective politics that interpellates (hails 
or addresses) people based upon colonial schemas of human worth35. We might consider here how museum 
exhibitions appeal to visitors through the construction of spaces which distinguish or mark out white bodies as 
citizĞŶƐ ‘ǁŚŽĨŝƚ ? ?dhis frequently works to racialise those whom the institution and space codes as out of place, 
spoken about rather than to, or as objects fixed upon by colonial retellings of history that frame colonialism as 
nostalgia, or as the subject  of white liberal guilt)36.  
 
                                               
33 Greater London Authority, Delivering Shared Heritage: The Mayor's Commission on African and Asian Heritage (London: Greater 
>ŽŶĚŽŶƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ZŽƐŚŝEĂŝĚŽŽ ‘EĞǀĞƌŵŝŶĚƚŚĞďƵǌǌǁŽƌĚƐ PǭƌĂĐĞ ? ?ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞůŝďĞƌĂůĂŐĞŶĚĂ ? ?ŝŶThe Politics of Heritage: 
The Legacies of Race, Jo Littler and Roshi Naidoo eds., (Abingdon: Routledge, 2005), 36-48.  
34 Aurora Vergara Figueroa, Afrodescendant Resistance to Deracination in Colombia: Massacre at Bellavista-Bojayá-Chocó (London: 
Palgrave, 2018). See also Bernadette T. Lynch & Samuel J.M.M. Alberti,  ‘Legacies of prejudice: racism, co-production and radical trust in 
ƚŚĞŵƵƐĞƵŵ ? ? Museum Management and Curatorship 25, no. 1 (2010): 13-35,  
35 Divya P. Tolia-<ĞůůǇ ? ‘&ĞĞůŝŶŐĂŶĚďĞŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞ ?ƉŽƐƚĐŽůŽŶŝĂů )ŵƵƐĞƵŵ PƉƌĞƐĞŶĐŝŶŐƚŚĞĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ‘ƌĂĐĞ ?ĂŶĚĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ? ?Sociology 
50, no. 5 (2016): 896- ? ? ? ?ŽŶďĞŝŶŐŵĂĚĞ ‘ŽƵƚŽĨƉůĂĐĞ ?ƐĞĞ^ĂƌĂAhmed, Strange Encounters: Embodied Others in Postcoloniality. 
London: Routledge; Nirmal Puwar, Space Invaders: Race Gender and Bodies Out of Place (Oxford: Berg Publishing. 2004).  
36 Tolia-<ĞůůǇ ? ‘&ĞĞůŝŶŐĂŶĚďĞŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞ ?ƉŽƐƚĐŽůŽŶŝĂů )ŵƵƐĞƵŵ PƉƌĞƐĞŶĐŝŶŐƚŚĞĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ‘ƌĂĐĞ ?ĂŶĚĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ?. 
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A method for studying museums that uses the positionality of the researcher as a tool of inquiry requires careful 
reflection on who is being addressed and in what ways within a museum setting. Encountering a museum as 
researchers, we may be entering a familiar space, one in which we have already been invited to play a role in 
the making of national identity, or we may be placed in an exclusionary, partial or marginal position to it. As 
white lower middle class ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ ƵƉ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ h< ƚŚĞ ŵƵƐĞƵŵ ǁĂƐ Ă ŵĂŝŶƐƚĂǇ ŽĨ  ‘ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂů ? ĨĂŵŝůǇ
trips, a place to press noses against glass to look at skeletons, get bored in the Saxon pottery exhibit, and - if we 
were good - buy an eraser from the shop. Such experiences are deeply embedded in the museum as imperial 
debris. Museums in postcolonial states like the UK are deeply racialised just as they are bound to bourgeois 
conceptions of the citizen. They relate a class logic about the good citizen as a subject that should access and 
learn national (which in the UK case is imperial) history and culture. The class and race logics which shaped our 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨŵƵƐĞƵŵƐĂƐƐŝƚĞƐŽĨ ‘ĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌŝƚǇ ?ǁŽƌŬƚŽƐƚƌĂƚŝĨǇƚŚĞĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞƐƉĂĐĞƐ ?Working-
class children are invited into museums as places of aspirational citizenship through school visits, but how these 
subjects and populations are addressed is cut through with other organising principles of race, gender and 
sexuality37. A white working-class child might be addressed by narratives of Empire in radically different ways to 
a working-class child of colour. Tolia-Kelly and Raymond record how Maori research participants experienced 
the imperial debris of museums and galleries at the British Museum ĂƐ  ‘ƚŚĞĂƚƌĞƐ ŽĨ ƉĂŝŶ ? ? ƐŝƚĞƐ ŽĨ
 ‘ĚŝƐŵĞŵďĞƌŵĞŶƚ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ĚŝƐĞŵƉŽǁĞƌŵĞŶƚ ? ?38 This raises important questions for how to study museums and 
approach them as spaĐĞƐ ĨŽƌ  ‘ĨŝĞůĚǁŽƌŬ ? ?,Žǁthe researcher experiences the museum is already and always 
bound to how and whether they  ‘Ĩŝƚ ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚďǇǁŝĚĞƌƉĂƚŚǁĂǇƐŽĨŝŵƉĞƌŝĂůĚĞďƌŝƐ ? It is important to 
consider existing familiarities with the practice of visiting a museum and how this familiarity entails being 
continuously racially interpellated within the space 39. In this context, how might researchers navigate the study 
of museums?  
 
Intimacy as a method 
 
Drawing on reflexive feminist research, one way of navigating the messiness of this type of research is using 
 ‘ŝŶƚŝŵĂĐǇ ?ĂƐĂŵĞƚŚŽĚ ?40 If we are already intimately bound to the museum through the collapsing distinctions 
of researcher and visitor, past experience, raced and gendered markers, then intimacy can provide a tool to 
unpack these relationships.  
 
The discussion of intimacy has had an increasing cache in critical social science research, though to a lesser 
extent IR,41 with extensive influence from feminist, queer and postcolonial scholarship. Whilst the intimate has 
often been assigned a place within the study of family and sexuality it has increasingly been discussed in 
relation to questions of citizenship42, warfare43, and empire44. The study of intimacy has been forged, alongside 
                                               
37 <ŝŵďĞƌůĞƌĞŶƐŚĂǁ ? ‘DĂƉƉŝŶŐƚŚĞŵĂƌŐŝŶƐ P/ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ?ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ?ĂŶĚǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞĂŐĂŝŶƐƚǁŽŵĞŶŽĨĐŽůŽƌ ?Stanford Law 
Review 43 (1990): 1241; Angela Davis, Women, Race and Class, (New York: Random House, 1981); Patricia Hill Collins, Black Feminist 
Thought: Knowledge, Consciousness, and the Politics of Empowerment. 2d ed. (New York: Routledge, 2000). 
38 Tolia-<ĞůůǇ ? ‘&ĞĞůŝŶŐĂŶĚďĞŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞ ?ƉŽƐƚĐŽůŽŶŝĂů )ŵƵƐĞƵŵ ? ? ? ? ?-905. 
39 'ŚĂƐƐĂŶ,ĂŐĞ ? ‘dŚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞWŽůŝƚŝĐƐŽĨZĂĐŝĂůDŝƐ- ŶƚĞƌƉĞůůĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?Theory, Culture & Society 27, no. 7-8 (2011): 112-129. 
40 ^ĂƌĂ^ŵŝƚŚ ? ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂĐǇĂŶĚĂŶŐƐƚŝŶƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚ ? ?Gender, Place & Culture 23, no. 1 (2016): 134-146. 
41 tĞďĞƌ ? ‘YƵĞĞƌ/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůZĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ? 
42 Saha Roseneil, Isabel Crowhurst, Ana Cristina Santos and Mariya Stoilova  ‘ZĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ ?ZĞƉƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ PĚŝƚŽƌŝĂů
/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? Citizenship Studies 17, no. 8 (2013): 901 W911; David Bell and Jon Binnie, The Sexual Citizen Queer Politics and Beyond 
 ?ƌŝƐƚŽů PWŽůŝƚǇWƌĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?:ŽĞdƵƌŶĞƌ ? ‘'ŽǀĞƌŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐƐƉĂĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƚƌĂǀĞůůĞƌŝŶƚŚĞh< P ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ? ? ‘ŚŽŵĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ struggle over 
ĂůĞ&Ăƌŵ ? ?Citizenship Studies 20, no. 2 (2016): 208-227. 
43 ŽǁĞŶĂŶĚ'ŝůďĞƌƚ ? ‘&ĞĂƌĂŶĚƚŚĞ&ĂŵŝůŝĂů ? ?:ĂƐďŝƌWƵĂƌ ?Terrorist Assemblages: Homonationalism In Queer Times (Durham: Duke 
hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇWƌĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?WĂŝŶ ? ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞtĂƌ ? ? 
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other feminist and queer projects, to denaturalise heteropatriarchy through the collapsing of binaries around 
private/public, global/local, and abnormality/normality to critique state power and the sanctioning of the 
heterosexist family as the mode of socio-sexual relations.45 Contemporary work on intimate geopolitics has 
taken this in new directions,46 examining how intimacy is not just shaped by geopolitical processes - state 
sovereignty, international capitalism, warfare - but is central to the constitution of those processes.47 To Rachel 
Pain, an analysis of intimacy helps to disturb how we think about space and time and how we consider scales 
and proximities.48 For example, examining how fear works in both the colonial war on terror and in domestic 
violence collapses the distinctions between the domestic/international and war/household that patriarchal 
violence works to arrange. The house of domestic abuse is tied to the conduct of the battlefield in ways that 
ĚŝƐƚƵƌďŽƵƌĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞƌĞ ? ? ‘ŚĞƌĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŶŽǁ ?ƚŚĞŶ ? ?49 We stress the importance of this burgeoning 
work on intimate geopolitics for helping us analyse how museums work as everyday affective sites for the 
reproduction of international politics and violence.     
 
However, postcolonial and decolonial feminist scholarship reminds us that intimacy cannot be reduced to 
sexuality, nor can the geopolitics of intimacy be detached from questions of Empire ?/Ŷ^ƚŽůĞƌ ?ƐƐĞŵŝŶĂůǁŽƌŬŽŶ
intimacy, she explores how colonial rule in the 19th century was navigated around carnality and intimacy.50 
,ĞƌĞĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐĂŶĚƐĞŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚǁĞƌĞ ‘ŝŶŶĞƌŵŽƐƚ ?(love, desire, bodied proximities, affective relations) were 
understood as central to how ideas of race and hierarchies of patriarchal imperialism were sustained and 
protected, for example through rules on miscegenation or the distribution of inheritance rights and 
citizenship51. Postcolonial and decolonial feminist scholars have been at the forefront of developing the analysis 
of intimacy to emphasise the ways in which intimacy is highly raced and bound to coloniality, for instance by 
showing how dominant notions of intimacy such as heteronormative domesticity were western social relations 
that were imposed on colonised populations.52 Equally, intimacy was used to organise the construction of the 
racial superiority/inferiority of coloniser/colonised through claims to modernity/savagery.53 We are reminded 
here of how normative intimacy is arranged around the idea that non-ƵƌŽƉĞĂŶƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŬŝŶƐŚŝƉƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐĂƌĞ
 ‘ďĂĐŬǁĂƌĚƐ ? ? ƐĂǀĂŐĞĂŶĚ ŝŶŶĞĞĚŽĨŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƐŝŶŐ ?54 This remains central to the driving force of modernisation 
                                                                                                                                                                  
44 Stephen Legg, Prostitution and the Ends of Empire: Scale, Governmentalities, and Interwar India (Durham: Duke University Press, 
2014); Ann Laura Stoler, Carnal Knowledge and Imperial Power: Race and the Intimate in Colonial Rule (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 2002); Elizabeth Povinelli The Empire of Love: Toward a Theory of Intimacy, Genealogy, and Carnality (Durham: Duke University 
Press, 2006); Joe dƵƌŶĞƌ ? ‘/ŶƚĞƌŶĂůĐŽůŽŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ PdŚĞŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĞŵƉŝƌĞ ?ƌĂĐĞĂŶĚůŝďĞƌĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ? ?European Journal of 
International Relations, 24, no. 4 (2018): 765 W790. 
45 >ĂƵƌĞŶĞƌůĂŶƚĂŶĚDŝĐŚĂĞůtĂƌŶĞƌ ? ‘^ĞǆŝŶWƵďůŝĐ ? ?Critical Inquiry 24, No. 2 (1998): 547-566. 
46 WĂŝŶĂŶĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ? ‘&ĞĂƌ ? ?s ?^ƉŝŬĞWĞƚĞƌƐŽŶĞƚĂů ‘KŶŝŶƚŝŵĂĐǇ ?ŐĞŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐĂŶĚĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞ PůĞŶĂĂƌĂďĂŶƚƐĞǀĂĂŶĚŽŝůĞĂŶŶEşMhurchú in 
ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚs ?^ƉŝŬĞWĞƚĞƌƐŽŶ ? ?International Feminist Journal of Politics 20, no.2 (2018): 258-271. 
47 Elena Barabantseva, Aoileann Ní Mhurchú & V. Spike Peterson,  ‘Introduction: Engaging Geopolitics through the Lens of the 
/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞ ? ? Geopolitics, 2019 DOI: 10.1080/14650045.2019.1636558.  
48 WĂŝŶ ? ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞtĂƌ ? ?ŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ?ĂƌǀĂůŚŽ ?ĂŶĚdŽůŝĂ-<ĞůůǇ ? ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ P&ĂŶƚĂƐǇ/ƐůĂŶĚƐĂŶĚŶŐůŝƐŚ>ĂŬĞƐ ?Ecumene 8, no. 1 
(2001): 112-119. 
49 Jaqueline Alexander, Pedagogies of Crossing: Meditations on Feminism, Sexual Politics, Memory, and the Sacred (Durham: Duke 
University Press, 2006). 
50Anne Laura Stoler, Carnal Knowledge and Imperial Power: Race and the Intimate in Colonial Rule (Durham: Duke University Press, 
2002). 
51 Stoler, Carnal Knowledge and Imperial Power; see also Nancy Cott, Public Vows: A History of Marriage and the Nation (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 2002). 
52 DĂƌŝĂ>ƵŐŽŶĞƐ ? ‘,ĞƚĞƌŽƐĞǆƵĂůŝƐŵĂŶĚƚŚĞŽůŽŶŝĂů ?DŽĚĞƌŶ'ĞŶĚĞƌ^ǇƐƚĞŵ ? ?Hypatia 22, no.1 (2007): 186-209; Lowe, The Intimacies 
of Four Continents; Nyan Shah, Stranger Intimacy: Contesting Race, Sexuality and the Law in the North American West (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 2012). 
53 >ƵŐŽŶĞƐ ? ‘,ĞƚĞƌŽƐĞǆƵĂůŝƐŵĂŶĚƚŚĞŽůŽŶŝĂů ?DŽĚĞƌŶ'ĞŶĚĞƌ^ǇƐƚĞŵ ? ?
54 Anne McClintock, Imperial Leather (London: Routledge, 1995). 
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and development under liberal (neo)imperialism.55 When we approach intimacy as a method we want to stress 
the way that proximities and circulations of the intimate cannot be divorced from the history of Empire and that 
when dominant heteronormative appeals to intimacy are coded, for example in museum exhibitions, this is 
always and already racialised.   
  
WŚŝůƐƚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŝŶƚŝŵĂĐǇŵĂǇŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚŝǀĞůǇƌĞůĂƚĞƚŽ ‘ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ?, work on intimate geopolitics56 has 
demonstrated intimacy is bound to power. Attention to intimacy can reveal how supposedly proximate, local, 
socio-sexual, affective encounters and relations are bound to and equally reproduce international and global 
regimes of power57. This work is both conceptual and methodological.58  ‘IŶƚŝŵĂĐǇ ? ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ Ă ŵĞĂŶƐ ŽĨ
denaturalising spatial and temporal assumptions whilst providing a series of practices which help the researcher 
be attuned to their place within wider political processes. Thinking through our own intimate entanglements in 
the museum space calls upon us to be reflexively attentive to autoethnographic processes. It invites us to be 
critical about positionality and how we, as researchers, encounter the unfamiliar yet already familiar museum as 
a research site. However, we contend that an attention to the politics of intimacy can have a much broader 
ƵƚŝůŝƚǇǁŚĞŶ ‘ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞŵƵƐĞƵŵ ?ďĞǇŽŶĚĂĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ? 
 
Intimacy, we suggest here, is particularly useful for researching museums. Firstly, museums are already a site of 
socialisation to which ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ ĂƌĞ ŽĨƚĞŶ  ‘ŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ? ďŽƵŶĚ through formative affective encounters; secondly, 
museums are places of particular embodied encounters between institutional spaces and objects reified by 
nationalism and colonialism; and thirdly, as civic spaces museums are sites which rely upon mobilising particular 
regimes of socio-sexual and raced normalcy such as family, domesticity, heteronormativity, patriotism, able-
bodiedness59. MƵƐĞƵŵƐ ĂƌĞ ďŽƚŚ  ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ? ĂŶĚ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ŐĞŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů Ăs sites of imperial debris through which 
colonial history, war, violence, and the ongoing power structures of coloniality circulate. Visiting a museum 
involves participation and engagement in the reproduction of these processes through, for example, reading, 
following trails, watching films, interactive exhibitions, and moving one's body in particular ways. The museum 
calls upon us through particular types of bodied intimacy and relationships to objects and experiences. 
Museums include and exclude and racially interpellate subjects through intimate circulation of emotions and 
relationship to others and objects. They make appeals to normalcy (such as whiteness, maleness, colonial 
nostalgia, heterosexism, cisgenderism) that hide the very political work done in and by museums and 
exhibitions. Intimacy helps denaturalise and expose these processes whilst providing an (auto)ethnographic and 
reflexive practice to explore ƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ ?Ɛvarious complicities or exclusions. Thinking through intimacy gets 
at the affective and emotional circulations that are tied to museums as imperial debris.   
 
We argue that intimacy is not only the navigation of social relations with another person, such as in the close 
and proximate affective encounters which are central to fieldwork,60 but also our feelings and sensibilities when 
encountering objects and institutions. This directs us to examine processes in which we ourselves are 
entangled. Here, intimacy is a means of understanding our embodied and emotional relations to people and 
objects which often defy categorisation. At the same time, it is a means of exploring how those relations are 
always associated withglobal olonial dynamics of power.   
                                               
55 See Patricia Owens, Economy of Force (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015). 
56 WĂŝŶ ? ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞtĂƌ ? ?s ?^ƉŝŬĞWĞƚĞƌƐŽŶ ? ‘dŽǁĂƌĚƐYƵĞĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞ'ůŽďĂůůǇ/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞ ? ?Political Geography 56, (2017): 114-116; Alison 
DŽƵŶƚǌĂŶĚůŝƐŽŶ,ǇŶĚŵĂŶ ? ‘&ĞŵŝŶŝƐƚƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐƚŽƚŚĞ'ůŽďĂů/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞ ? ?Women's Studies Quarterly 34, no. 1/2 (2006): 449. 
57 WĞƚĞƌƐŽŶ ‘dŽǁĂƌĚƐƋƵĞĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŐůŽďĂůůǇŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞ ? ? 
58 ^ŵŝƚŚ ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂĐǇĂŶĚĂŶŐƐƚŝŶƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚ ? 
59 Tolia-<ĞůůǇ ? ‘&ĞĞůŝŶŐĂŶĚďĞŝŶŐĂƚƚŚĞ ?ƉŽƐƚĐŽůŽŶŝĂů )ŵƵƐĞƵŵ ? 
60 Smith,  ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂĐǇĂŶĚĂŶŐƐƚŝŶƚŚĞ&ŝĞůĚ ? ? 
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We draw upon different aspects of the associated literature to conceptualise intimacy in three overlapping 
processes:   
 
1. Intimacy as socio-sexual affect. Intimacy enables us to question our relations to objects and subjects which 
are bound up with feelings of closeness and familiarity.61 This could be emotional and embodied states, but also 
refers to how intimacy is made intelligible; how intimacy is understood and experienced is always tied to 
normative ways of being together, through heteronormativity and homonormativity.62 For example, feelings of 
intimacy relate to how we are orientated by wider regimes of power towards certain objects, bodies and others 
 W through appeals to and social relations of domesticity, family, household, consumption, reproduction, 
nationhood, citizenship. How we might encounter or feel intimately connected to an object or picture can be 
viewed as organised around schemas of heteronormativity and emotional circulations that are historically linked 
to these social relations. Following Berlant and Warner we consider heteronormativity as a series of moral 
privileges embedded within systems of power.63 Heteronormativity (and, bound to this, homonormativity) 
relates to how heterosexualism is characterised as morally superior and how this is fashioned through markers 
of ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚ ‘progress ? such as individualism, domesticity, hygiene, lifestyle, patriarchal gender relations, child 
rearing, social reproduction as much as sex.64  
 
Intimacy here is not solely confined to human-human relations but can also encompass how humans relate to 
objects or animals, as our analysis of Snob ´illustrates. This recognises what Cudworth and Hobden call the deep 
embeddedness and connections and interdependencies between human and non-human animal systems.65 It 
also demonstrates how experiences of socio-sexual affect are stimulated and propagated by seemingly 
inanimate or moving objects. The intimate and the corporeal senses of proximity and affect they refer to are not 
always about positive emotional states  W desire, love, eroticism  W but can also be about revilement, hate, 
disgust. However, what we are interested in is both how these relations of intimacy emerge between humans, 
objects and animals and how they remain arranged through dominant normative heteronormative and colonial 
schemas of worth. Western forms of domesticity are imagined to be intimate spaces of family but this can also 
include relations to fetishised objects, commodities and of course animals. Intimate relations between humans 
and animals are usually governed by strict taboos around affection, particularly sex.66 Equally, which animals are 
ŽďũĞĐƚƐŽĨĂĨĨĞĐƚŝŽŶŝƐŽĨƚĞŶŐŽǀĞƌŶĞĚďǇƉƌŝŽƌĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŝƌĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐĨŝƚĂƐ ‘ƉĞƚƐ ? ?ǁŽrking animals or 
as food. Such strict boundaries around intimacy betray the place that sex has in marking further boundaries 
between human and animals67, in ways that are parallel (if not directly comparable) to the way that sex was 
used to draw racial categories. The intimate as we use it gets at these encounters, bonds and affections and ask 
us to explore how these states emerge and the political work they do in museum spaces. 
 
2. Intimacy as scales and proximities.68 Objects in museums can reveal intimate relations linking places and 
times. Circulations and relations between and across objects illuminate how what might otherwise be 
                                               
61 EĂƚĂůŝĞKƐǁŝŶĂŶĚƌŝĐKůƵŶĚ ? ‘'ŽǀĞƌŶŝŶŐŝŶƚŝŵĂĐǇ ? ? Environment and Planning D 28, no. 1 (2010): 60-67. 
62 Puar, Terrorist Assemblages, 30-31. 
63 ĞƌůĂŶƚĂŶĚtĂƌŶĞƌ ? ‘^ĞǆŝŶWƵďůŝĐ ? ? 
64 Puar, Terrorist Assemblages, 31.  
65 Eric ƵĚǁŽƌƚŚĂŶĚ^ƚĞǀĞ,ŽďĚĞŶ ? ‘dŚĞƉŽƐƚŚƵŵĂŶǁĂǇŽĨǁĂƌ ? ?Security Dialogue 46, no. 6 (2016): 513 W529.  
66 MichaeůƌŽǁŶĂŶĚůĂŝƌĞZĂƐŵƵƐƐĞŶ ? ‘ĞƐƚŝĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞYƵĞĞƌŝŶŐŽĨ ƚŚĞ,ƵŵĂŶŶŝŵĂů ? ?Environment and Planning D: Society and 
Space, 28, no. 1 (2010), 158 W17. 
67 Ibid., 160. 
68 Our conception of scales and proximities draws heĂǀŝůǇŽŶWĂŝŶ ? ‘/ŶƚŝŵĂƚĞtĂƌ ?ĂŶĚ>ŝƐĂ>ŽǁĞ ?The Intimacies of Four Continents. 
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ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚŵĂŝŶůǇĂƐ ‘ƉĂƐƚ ? ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐĐŽůŽŶŝĂůǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞ ?ŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŽďĞĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚŝŶĂŶĚƌeproduced in the now. 
Intimacy helps question the division of the world into domestic/international, local/global and complicates 
common ƐĞŶƐĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĨĂƌ ?ĂŶĚ  ‘ŶĞĂƌ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ƉĂƐƚ ? ĂŶĚ ‘ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ? ? /Ŷ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌĚƐ ŽĨ >ŝƐĂ >ŽǁĞ ? ĂŶ
attention to intimĂĐǇ ĐĂŶ ƌĞǀĞĂů ƚŚĞ  ‘ƉƌŽǆŝŵŝƚŝĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůůǇ ? ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůůǇ ĚŝƐƚĂŶƚ ƐŝƚĞƐ ? ?69 For 
example, an intimate attention to objects can illuminate how imperial debris connects seemingly disparate 
sites, bodies, and subjects that would otherwise (such as through analyses built on ideas of the liberal nation 
state) appear distant: Birmingham and Kingstown, New Orleans and Lagos. A manacle might tell a story about 
its production in a 19th century Birmingham factory, to it being bound to the leg of an African slave in the 
middle passage, to the life history and forms of oppression that affect people racialised as Black today. Intimacy 
ŚĞůƉƐ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƵƐƵĂůůǇ ƵŶƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƵŶĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂů ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?70 between objects, 
places, peoples. ?Whilst objects can remain static, for example in a glass box in a museum, tracing intimacies 
reveals ƚŚĞĐŝƌĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŽďũĞĐƚƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌĂƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚƐǁŚŝĐŚŵĂǇ ůĞĂǀĞƚƌĂĐĞƐŽĨŽƚŚĞƌ  ‘ƵŶƌƵůǇ ?ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐĂŶĚ
experiences. ThĞƐĞĂƌĞ  ‘ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ? ƚŚĂƚŵŝŐŚƚŶŽƚ Ĩŝƚ ƐŽŶĞĂƚůǇ Ĩŝƚ ŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƚŽƵƌŝƐƚŝĐ ? Đŝǀŝů ĂŶĚŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐƚ ?ŝŵƉĞƌŝĂů
role of the museum.  
 
The use of intimacy here appeals precisely to the museum as imperial debris, emerging as an institution and a 
series of practices of archiving, cataloguing, differentiating, and exhibiting, out of the processes of extending 
colonial knowledge of the world. Regardless of whether or not an object is materially linked to imperialism, 
intimacy draws our attention to the circulations and the  “geopoliticalness ? of objects. To consider the intimacy 
of a series of objects is to recognise the economy of ruins and debris  W where they were produced, what they 
ǁĞƌĞƵƐĞĚĨŽƌ ?ďŽƵŶĚƚŽ ?ďƌŽŬĞŶĨƌŽŵĂŶĚŚŽǁƚŚĞǇǁĞƌ ‘ĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌĞĚ ?, stolen, appropriated, gifted, (allegedly 
legitimately) bought and eventually curated. This draws our attention to the historicity of objects but also the 
political work they continue to do. AŶ ŽďũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ ŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŽďũĞĐƚƐ ? ĞǀĞŶƚƐ ? ƉůĂĐĞƐ ? ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?
animals can cŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ Ă ĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĂů ůŝŶĞĂƌ ŶŽƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŝŵĞ ĂŶĚ ŽƵƌ  ‘ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ƐĞŶƐĞ ? ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ǁŚĂƚ
ŵƉŝƌĞ ǁĂƐ ĂŶĚ ŝƐ  ?ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ? ĂƐ Ă ŐƌĂŶĚ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ŽĨ ĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶ  ‘ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞƌĞ ? ) ?71 This is through the relations it 
reveals, opens up or hides. This also draws our attention to how museums produce and remake colonial power 
through the curating and narrating of objects. For example, the curation of the manacle of an African slave does 
not ŽŶůǇĂůůƵĚĞƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ĚĞĂĚƉĂƐƚ ?ŽĨŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ?ďƵƚŵĂǇǁŽƌŬto address certain people racialised as Black within 
the historical legacies of slavery and anti-black violence today.72 Museums do not only narrate Empire but are a 
part of the fabric of its reproduction. This reproduction is of course contingent and messy and relies upon the 
frames through which the object is presented and encountered. What we suggest here, however, is that objects 
have intimacies born out of circulations and use. This, in turn, reveals how the past collapses into the present 
and how intimate purportedlydistant places and times suddenly become. Intimacy can work as an analytical 
strategy which allows us to see these circulations and how they are addressed and organised through museum 
curation.      
 
3. Intimacy as colonial differentiation. Finally, intimacy relates to the racial stratifications of people under 
ŵƉŝƌĞ ? ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ǁŚĂƚ tĂůƚĞƌ DŝŐŶŽůŽ ĐĂůůƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨ  ‘ĐŽůŽŶŝĂů ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ? ?73 As we raised above, 
                                               
69 Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents, 2. 
70 ^ƚĞƉŚĂŶŝĞ^ŵĂůůǁŽŽĚ ? ‘ZĞĂĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂƌĐŚŝǀĞŽĨůŝďĞƌĂůŝƐŵǁŝƚŚ>ŝƐĂ>ŽǁĞ PZĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽŶdŚĞ/ŶƚŝŵĂĐŝĞƐŽĨ&ŽƵƌŽŶƚŝŶĞŶƚƐ ? ?Cultural 
Dynamics 29, no. 1 W2 (2017): 83 W88. 
71 Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents, 25.  
72 :ƵĂŶŝƚĂ^ƵŶĚďĞƌŐ ? ‘dƌĂƐŚ-dĂůŬ ? ?ƚŚĞWƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨYƵŽƚŝĚŝĂŶ'ĞŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞhŶŝƚĞĚ^ƚĂƚĞƐ-DĞǆŝĐŽďŽƌĚĞƌůĂŶĚƐ ?, Social 
and Cultural Geography 9, no. 8 (2008): 871-890. 
73 Walter Mignolo,  ‘I am where I ƚŚŝŶŬ PƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐǇĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽůŽŶŝĂůĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?, Journal of Latin American Cultural Studies 8, no. 2 
(1999): 235-245. 
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modern intimacy is heteronormative, it relies on the idea of domesticity and family as key aspects of human 
progress.74 Appeals to intimacy, whilst being concerned with appropriate feelings and orientations towards 
others (including sex, desire, touching etc.), are also wrapped up with the delineation of suspect and suspicious 
intimacies; for example, those intimacies and kinship practices that have been historically deemed  ‘abnormal ? or 
 ‘underdeveloped ? because they challenge, rupture or threaten heteronormative universalism and order. Whilst 
queer theorists have long demonstrated how heteronormative ideals have cast homosexuality as deviant, this 
has largely ignored how heteronormativity has a profound relationship with colonial racism.75  
 
Dominant ideas of intimacy from the 19th century focussed on European domesticity, arranged around the 
bourgeois nuclear family and patriarchal gender relations. Queer scholars of colour such as Roderick Ferguson 
and decolonial feminists such as Maria Lugones have demonstrated how these conceptions of nuclear family 
are fundamentally based on Western capitalist and patriarchal conceptions of gender and sexuality and thus 
function as highly racialised social ideals.76 ŽůŽŶŝƐĞƌƐƵƐĞĚǁŚĂƚ&ĞƌŐƵƐŽŶĐĂůůƐ  ‘ƚĂǆŽŶŽŵŝĞƐŽĨƉĞƌǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ ?ƚŽ
codify and evidence the alleged inferiority of colonised people, indigenous communities and slaves, based upon 
how far they were viewed as emulating or deviating from Western forms of domesticity, Christian marriage and 
heteronormative family.77 Lugones and Nigerian Feminist OyèrónkA?ǵ OyĢwùmí take this point further by showing 
how gender and sexuality were in fact central to how colonised people (in their separate cases in West Africa 
and indigenous communities in Latin America) were subject to dispossession and control by (settler) colonisers, 
imperial governments and missionaries.78 The historic system of gender and sexuality created in Western 
Europe was firstly used to reveal the racial inferiority of colonised people and then as a sign of communities ? 
 ‘ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ? ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƚǇ ?To Lugones, drawing on OyĢwùmí,  ‘ƚŚĞ ƐĐŽƉĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ŽĨ
gender imposed through colonialism encompasses the subordination of ĨĞŵĂůĞƐ ŝŶ ĞǀĞƌǇ ĂƐƉĞĐƚ ŽĨ ůŝĨĞ ? ?79 In 
considering how intimacy functions within broader patterns of imperial debris we need to stay alert to how 
questions of intimacy were central to the racialisation of colonised peoples who were viewed as 
underdeveloped in their practices of kinship and how this is refashioned through ongoing modes of colonial 
racism today. How, for example, ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŝŶďŽƚŚƚŚĞ'ůŽďĂůEŽƌƚŚĂŶĚ^ŽƵƚŚĂƌĞĚĞĞŵĞĚ ‘ďĂĐŬǁĂƌĚƐ ?ĂŶĚ
 ‘ƐĂǀĂŐĞ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚĂďƐĞŶĐĞŽĨĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐŝƚǇ ?  ‘ƉƌŝŵŝƚŝǀĞŬŝŶƐŚŝƉƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚŽĨ
women. 80 And how, in this way, through ideas of intimacy some people are viewed as not properly modern but 
                                               
74 Povinelli, Empire of Love. 
75 For example, See Lauren Berlant, ed. Intimacy; David L. Eng, Judith Halberstam, and JosĠ Esteban MuŹoz,  ‘Introduction: What ?s Queer 
ĂďŽƵƚYƵĞĞƌ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐEŽǁ ? ? ?Social Text 23, nos. 3 W4 (2005): 1-18. On the white amnesia and Eurocentrism of queer theory see Keguro 
DĂĐŚĂƌŝĂ ?  ‘KŶĞŝŶŐƌĞĂ-Studied: A Litany of ŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚ ? ? GLQ: A Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies 22, no.2 (2016): 183 W189. For an 
overview of debates on queer theory in IR and questions of race see Melanie Richter-DŽŶƚƉĞƚŝƚ ? ‘ǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐzŽƵůǁĂǇƐtĂŶƚĞĚƚŽ<ŶŽǁ
about Sex (in IR) But were ĨƌĂŝĚ ƚŽƐŬ PdŚĞ  ‘YƵĞĞƌdƵƌŶ ? ŝŶ /ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůZĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ? Millennium: Journal of International Studies 46, 
no.2 (2018): 220 W240.  
76 Roderick Ferguson, Aberrations In Black: Toward A Queer Of Color Critique (Minneapolis: University Of Minnesota Press, 2004); Maria 
Lugones,  ?dŚĞĐŽůŽŶŝĂůŝƚǇŽĨŐĞŶĚĞƌ ? ?Worlds & Knowledges Otherwise, no. 2 (2008): 1 W17. 
77 Broadly on imperialism, colonialism and domesticity see Anne McClintock, Imperial Leather (London: Routledge, 1995). On indigenous 
communities see Maria >ƵŐŽŶĞƐ ? ‘dŽǁĂƌĚ Ă ĞĐŽůŽŶŝĂů &ĞŵŝŶŝƐŵ ? ? Hypatia 25, no. 4 (2011): 742 W759; Mark Rifkin, When Did Indians 
Become Straight?: Kinship, the History of Sexuality, and Native Sovereignty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015). On slavery see 
Hortense ^ƉŝůůĞƌƐ ? ‘DĂŵĂ ?ƐĂďǇ ?WĂƉĂ ?ƐDĂǇďĞ PŶŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ'ƌĂŵŵĂƌŽŽŬ ?, Diacritics 17, no. 2 (1987): 64-81; Patricia Collins,  ‘It's All in 
the Family: Intersections of Gender, Race, ĂŶĚEĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?Hypatia 13, no. 3 (1998): 62-8; Christina Sharpe, Monstrous Intimacies: Making 
Post-Slavery Subjects (Durham: Duke University Press, 2010). 
78 Lugones,  ?The coloniality of gender ? ?>ƵŐŽŶĞƐ ? ‘dŽǁĂƌĚĂĞĐŽůŽŶŝal Feminism; OyèrónkA?ǵ OyĢwùmí, The Invention of Women. Making 
an African Sense of Western Gender Discourses (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997).  
79 Lugones,  ‘The coloniality of gender ? ? ? ? 
80 Puar, Terrorist Assemblages; see also Joe Turner, Bordering intimacy: Postcolonial governance and the policing of family (Manchester: 
Manchester University Press, forthcoming).  
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also not properly human.81 Liberal personhood is defined by a capacity for proper intimacy and individualism82. 
This supposed universalism masks the racial hierarchies and colonial violence that mark people out as human, 
not-quite human or non-human. In this way, intimacy can organise personhood by demarcating who is or is not 
properly intimate.  
 
Intimacy as colonial differentiation illuminates how intimate hierarchies are arranged through heteronormative 
appeals to domesticity. This, as suggested above, is not solely concerned with human-human relationships. 
Intimacy can also be about the appropriate treatment, practical and metaphysical relationship between 
humans, objects, the environment, plants and animals. Colonialism relies on dismantling local and indigenous 
knowledges and practices of relating to the human/non-human world, that is, subordinating them as 
backwards, dangerous or irrational. Western knowledge continues to propagate this dismantling and with it 
imposes particular normative modes of intimate interactions between people and things  W even by positing or 
questioning this dualism we reproduce a particular Western and Eurocentric form of categorisation. Following 
John Kinder, we can consider the zoo as one tool of imperialism, obsessed as it is with the domestication, 
management and curation of nature, while at the same time as fetishising and exoticising habitats it plays a role 
in destroying.83 Normative conceptions of the intimate relay and reorganise principles around how modern 
 ‘ĐŝǀŝůŝƐĞĚ ?ƐŽĐŝĞƚŝĞƐƚƌĞĂƚĂŶŝŵĂůƐ ?such as through ŚŽǁ ‘ǁĞ ?ƚƌĞĂƚŶŽŶ-human animals, the division between pets, 
ĨĂƌŵ ĂŶŝŵĂůƐ ĂŶĚ  ‘ǁŝůĚ ĂŶŝŵĂůƐ ?  ? ƚŚĞ ŬĞĞƉŝŶŐ ŽĨ ĂŶŝŵĂůƐ ŝŶĂ ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ ? Žƌ ĞǀĞŶ ƌŝƚĞƐ ŽĨ ĚĞĂƚŚ ĂŶĚ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ 
animals in warfare (commonly horses, dogs, elephants).84 We can still often see how the apparent 
 ‘ŝŶĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ?ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚŽĨĂŶŝŵĂůƐŝƐƵƐĞĚĂƐĂƉƌŽǆǇĨŽƌƌĂĐŝĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƐ ‘ďĂĐŬǁĂƌĚƐ ? ? ‘ƐĂǀĂŐĞ ?
Žƌ ‘ƵŶĐŝǀŝůŝƐĞĚ ? ?  
 
Intimate Objects of Imperial and Colonial Violence  
 
To illustrate the above approach to intimacy as method we turn to fieldwork encounters at the Royal Engineers 
Museum ĂŶĚƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞDƵƐĞƵŵĂŶĚŽƌƉƐŵĂƐĐŽƚ ? ‘^ŶŽď ?ƚŚĞĚŽŐ ?^ŶŽďĞǆŝƐƚƐ
ĂƐĂƚĂǆŝĚĞƌŵǇĚŽŐŝŶĂŐůĂƐƐĐĂƐĞŝŶƚŚĞDƵƐĞƵŵ ?ƐƌŝŵĞĂŶtĂƌŐĂůůĞƌǇ (Figure 1), a cheerful cartoon on printed 
signage placed around the museum which provides a fun family-oriented trail linking other objects (Figure 2), 
and a soft and huggable plush reproduction dog which is photographed by museum staff around the museum 
and beyond it, taking part in activities with children and doing school outreach work. The photographs are 
ƉŽƐƚĞĚŽŶĂdǁŝƚƚĞƌĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ ‘^ŶŽď ?ǁŚŝĐŚƉƵƌƉŽƌƚƐƚŽĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚ ‘Ĩun family 
ĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ? ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĞǀĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ŶĞǁƐ ?85. The object label for the taxidermy dog records the 
following: 
 
Found beside the body of a Russian officer after the Battle of the Alma this dog was adopted by the 11th 
Company Royal SappeƌƐĂŶĚDŝŶĞƌƐ ?ƌŽƵŐŚƚďĂĐŬƚŽŶŐůĂŶĚŚĞǁĂƐŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇĐĂůůĞĚ ‘ůŵĂ ? ?ďƵƚǁĂƐƌĞ-
ĐŚƌŝƐƚĞŶĞĚ ‘^ŶŽď ?ǁŚĞŶŚĞƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŚĞKĨĨŝĐĞƌƐDĞƐƐĂƚŚĂƚŚĂŵƚŽƚŚĞ'ƵĂƌĚƌŽŽŵ ?EĞǆƚƚŽŚŝŵŝƐƚŚĞ
ƌŝŵĞĂĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŵĞĚĂůǁŝƚŚĂŶ “ůŵĂ ?ĐůĂƐƉǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐĂǁĂƌĚĞĚƚŽ ‘^ŶŽď ?after the battle.  
 
                                               
81 ^ƉŝůůĞƌƐ ? ‘DĂŵĂ ?ƐĂďǇ ?WĂƉĂ ?ƐDĂǇďĞ PŶŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ'ƌĂŵŵĂƌŽŽŬ ?. 
82 Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents, 23. 
83 :ŽŚŶ<ŝŶĚĞƌ ? ‘ŽŽŶŝŵĂůƐĂŶĚDŽĚĞƌŶtĂƌ PĂƉƚŝǀĞĂƐƵĂůƚŝĞƐ ?WĂƚƌŝŽƚŝĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ĂŶĚ'ŽŽĚ^ŽůĚŝĞƌƐ ? ?ŝŶAnimals and War : Studies of 
Europe and North America, ed., Ryan Hediger (Leiden: Brill Publishing, 2012), 45 - 75  
84 ƵĚǁŽƌƚŚĂŶĚ,ŽďĚĞŶ ? ‘dŚĞƉŽƐƚŚƵŵĂŶǁĂǇŽĨǁĂƌ ?. 
85 @REMuseum_Snob 
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tŚĞŶŚĞĚŝĞĚ ?ƚŚĞďĂůĂŶĐĞŽĨ ‘^ŶŽď ?Ɛ ?ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐǁĞƌĞďƵƌŝĞĚŶĞĂƌƚŚĞƉĂƌĂĚĞƐƋƵĂƌĞĂƚƌŽŵƉƚŽŶĂƌƌĂĐŬƐǁŚŝůƐƚ
his skin was stuffed to produce the taxidermy object. The cartoon and plush character are more recent 
curatorial additions. The role that Snob plays within the museum occurs across multiple objects and platforms. 
He is what we term an organising object: one that anchors, orientates and indexes the broader museum 
collection, its comprising objects, and those who visit or might be included/excluded from it on particular terms. 
Being attuned to organising objects in the fieldwork setting allows access to the broader logics of meaning 
within a museum collection and a starting point to analyse a broad range of objects in intimate relation.  
 
 
 
Figure 1.  ‘Snob ?at the Royal Engineers Museum, Gillingham, Kent, UK. Source: author 
 
In the fieldwork encounter one is struck initially not by the obvious politics ŽĨ^ŶŽďďƵƚďǇŚŝƐ  ‘ĐƵƚĞŶĞƐƐ ?ĂŶĚ
out-of-placeness within a museum focused on mapping techniques, surveying instruments and bridging 
machines (such perceptions which in and of themselves reveal Western-centric codifications of dogs as 
 ‘ĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐĂƚĞĚ ? ). Snob is listed as object No. 24 in the glass case. No.  ? ? ŝƐĂ  ‘ZƵƐƐŝĂŶ ĨŝƌĞďĂůů ?ĂŶĚEŽ ?  ? ? ŝƐĂ
 ‘ZƵƐƐŝĂŶ ůĂŶĚŵŝŶĞ ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞ ƉůĂƚĞ ?. Snob stands on the floor of his case amongst these items of battlefield 
debris, not at eye level like many exhibits but as something we look down upon as we would any other small 
dog. It would seem perfectly natural to stoop and pat him. He is soft amongst hard objects; the fireball, the 
landmine, guns, a helmet. Part of the impulse to stoop and touch the dog derives from his out-of-place tactility: 
his softness, his texture, his feel, something which is accentuated and rendered in his plush toy form. The visitor 
cannot touch him because he is inside a glass case but the familiarity of the encounter means we do not need 
to; tŚĞǀŝƐŝƚŽƌĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚďǇ^ŶŽď ?ƐĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌĐƵƚĞŶĞƐƐŚĂƐ stooped to pet many other dogs before. Through this 
tactile familiarity we are invited to relate to Snob in the same way, supposedly, as the Sappers who also had the 
urge to stoop and pet this dog on the battlefield and fold him into their domesticity and their institution. 
 
dŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨ  ‘^ŶŽď ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞŵƵƐĞƵŵŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚŝŶŐ ?^ŶŽď ŝƐŵŽďŝůŝƐĞĚ ŝŶĂǁĂǇƚŚĂƚĂƐŬƐƵƐ ƚŽĐŽŶŶĞĐƚ
ǁŝƚŚŚŝŵĂƐĂĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ?ďĞŶŝŐŶƉĞƚ ?tĞĂƌĞĐĂůůĞĚƵƉŽŶďǇƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞĐůĂŝŵƐƚŽĚŽŐƐĂƐ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ? ?
as safe, as domesticated, as harmless, in order to experience the museum, its comprising objects, and its stories 
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about international relations  W and particularly the  ‘honourable conquest ? of Empire, in a certain way. Calling 
ƵƉŽŶƵƐƚŽƌĞůĂƚĞŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ ? ‘ŶŽŶ-polŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ ? ? ?ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞůǇ ? )ƚŽƚŚĞŵƵƐĞƵŵĂŶĚƚŚĞŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞƐ
particular types of political work within the narration of the history of the Royal Engineers, British army and 
British imperial and colonial state more widely.  ‘ZĞĂĚŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞŝŶƚŝmacies of  ‘^ŶŽď ?reveals processes of colonial 
and imperial erasure, where the violence of iŵƉĞƌŝĂůǁĂƌŝƐŚŝĚĚĞŶǁŝƚŚŝŶĂŶĚďǇĂƉƉĞĂůƐƚŽ ‘ŵĂŶ ?ƐďĞƐƚĨƌŝĞŶĚ ? ?
 ‘^ŶŽď ?ŝƐĂƐĂĨĞ ?ĂŶĚŝŶĚĞĞĚĐƵƚĞĂŶĚůŽǀĞĂďůĞ ?ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞƌĨŽƌƌŝƚŝƐŚƐƚĂƚĞǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ and present. 
 
 
      
Figure 2. Cartoon  ‘Snob ?, mascot of the Royal Engineers Museum (Reproduced by permission of the Royal Engineers Museum, Library & 
Archive ) 
 
 
Snob and intimacy as socio-sexual affect: The domestication of Snob and the Royal Engineers 
Visitors are invited to relate to Snob as a family pet. The stuffed animal seems pattable, he is cute and 
unthreatening. Contemporary Western social relations cast animals as not just accessories to family life but 
intrinsic parts of it. However, for other visitors inhabiting this space, the dog may have entirely different 
intimate relations bound to very different historical experiences of the uses of dogs within strategies of colonial 
violence. &ŽƌƚŚĞǁŚŝƚĞĐŽůŽŶŝƐĞƌĚŽŐƐǁĞƌĞ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇƉĞƚƐ ? ?ĨŽƌĐ ůŽŶŝƐed populations dogs were frequently used 
in methods of control, disciplinary punishment and torture - for example, they were frequently used in 
plantation economies to terrorise and hunt down escaped slaves.86 That is, visitors are invited to relate to the 
stuffed dog as a sort of quasi-family member and through him they are called upon to relate to British soldiers, 
and what it is that these soldiers have done and continue to do, in particular ways. However, this invitation 
depends upon the historical force of intimacy to make certain things relatable to certain bodies. The benign 
ƐƚŽƌǇŽĨ^ŶŽď ?Ɛ ‘ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶ ?ďǇƚŚĞZŽǇĂůŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞ ƚŚĞŵŽƌĞƌĞůĂƚĂďůĞĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨƐŽůĚŝĞƌƐ ? 
lives; soldiers are just like us  W they have pets, too. The figuration of Snob suggests that the daily contours of 
 ‘ĐŝǀŝůŝĂŶ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇ ? ůŝǀĞƐ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ƐŽ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ. However, as such an intimate encounter in and of itself 
reproduces particular silences, as we elaborate below ?ƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞĚŽŐĂƐĂ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ?ŵĂƐĐŽƚŝƐŝŶand 
of itself premised on a coloniser ?s view of the intimate relations between humans and animals.  
 
dŚĞ ǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ^ŶŽď ?Ɛ ŽƌŝŐŝŶƐ ? ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚĞƚƌŝƚƵƐ ŽĨ ǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞ ůŝƚƚĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ďĂƚƚůĞĨŝĞůĚ ? ŝƐ Ğůŝded by the neat 
narrative of his rescue and integration into British military life. The Crimean war becomes the setting for a 
                                               
86 For example, see >ĂƌƌǇ^ƉƌƵŝůů ? ‘^ůĂǀĞWĂƚƌŽůƐ ? ‘ ?WĂĐŬƐŽĨEĞŐƌŽŽŐƐ ?ĂŶĚWŽůŝĐŝŶŐůĂĐŬŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ? ? Phylon 53, no. 1 (2016): 42-66. 
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heart-warming story about some soldiers getting a pet rather than one about the destruction,  loss and 
suffering of imperial violence. In several interconnected ways, therefore, the domestication of Snob is 
simultaneously the domestication of soldiers, understood as the ways in which soldiers, as Paul Achter puts it, 
are  ‘fit ? into  ‘conventional ideological structures Qfor consumptioŶĂƚŚŽŵĞ ? ?ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚŵĂŬĞ
 “ǁĂƌ ƐĞĞŵ ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝďůĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌƚŚǇ ?,87 or, indeed, cute and fun88. This appeal to an endearing and familiar 
domesticity relies on particular affective relations between the visitor to the museum and Snob as an organising 
object. It relies on, envisions and includes a particular visitor subject, one for whom dogs elicit effective 
responses comprising the familial, the fond and the unthreatening. For some visitors, a dog might elicit feelings 
of disgust or fear, so this moment in which the visitor is invited to relate to Snob as an organising and orienting 
principle within the wider museum becomes one of fitting/unfitting, inclusion/exclusion and 
belonging/unbelonging.  
 
Snob and intimacy as scales and proximities: The afterlife of Crimea  
Snob ?s curation has involved a once living thing being rendered into an inanimate object that is stuffed, 
ŵŽƵŶƚĞĚĂŶĚĚŝƐƉůĂǇĞĚ ?zĞƚ^ŶŽďĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ ƚŽ  ‘ůŝǀĞ ? ?Žƌ ƌĂƚŚĞƌŚĞŚĂƐĂŶĂĨƚĞƌůŝĨĞ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵŽĨŚŝƐĐĂrtoon 
image and plush toy, and more broadly as the mascot of the Royal Engineers buried and memorialised beneath 
their parade ground. Across these multiple forms and objects, Snob is connected to spaces, people and 
violences across space and time. The figure of the dog, in both his literal and more symbolic materialised forms, 
bonds the present-day museum space, visitors to it and the Royal Engineers as an institution, to the battlefields 
of the Crimean war and the narrative of (neo)colonial war more widely. As imperial remains, Snob is produced 
out of the ruination of colonial war (specifically, in the case of the Crimean War, the British and French Imperial 
ĨŽƌĐĞƐ ?ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐƚŽƐƚŽƉƚŚĞZƵƐƐŝĂŶŵƉŝƌĞƚĂŬŝŶŐĐŽŶƚƌŽůŽĨƚŚĞĂƌĚĂŶĞůůĞƐƐƚƌĂŝƚƐĂŶĚĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽ/ŶĚŝĂ).89 Yet, 
ŚĞ ĂŶŝŵĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛ ŽƌŝŐŝŶƐƚŽƌǇ ŽĨ ŵƉŝƌĞ ĂƐ  ‘ŚŽŶŽƵƌĂďůĞ ĐŽŶƋƵĞƐƚ ? and 
circulates this storying of the past into the present moment and ƚŚĞ ZŽǇĂů ŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ
campaigns. The way in which visitors are invited to intimately relate with Snob simultaneously makes what 
ŵŝŐŚƚƐĞĞŵ ‘ƉĂƐƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĚĞĂĚ ?ŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞ ‘ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĂůŝǀĞ ? ? ?ƐǁĞŚĂǀĞƐĞĞŶ ?ƚŚĞƐƚŽƌǇŝŶŐŽĨ^ŶŽďǁŽƌŬƐƚŽ
erase broader questions about the imperial presence of British soldiers in the Alma and makes it into a story of 
ƐŽůĚŝĞƌůǇďĞŶŝŐŶĐĂƌĞĂŶĚĐŽŵƉĂƐƐŝŽŶ ?  ‘ŐŽŽĚŵĞŶ ? ůŽŽŬŝŶŐĂĨƚĞƌĚŽŐƐ ?dŚĞŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚŽĨ^ŶŽď ?s body not only 
ĐŽůůĂƉƐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂů  ‘ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ? ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƌŝƚĂŝŶ ?ƌŝŵĞĂ ?dƵƌŬĞǇ ?/ŶĚŝĂ, but it also collapses distinctions 
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘ƉĂƐƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ? ?^ŶŽď ?ƐĂĨƚĞƌůŝĨĞŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨŵĂƐĐŽƚĂŶĚƐǇŵďŽůŽĨƚŚĞZoyal Engineers makes 
ƚŚĞ  ‘ŐŽŽĚ ƐŽůĚŝĞƌ ? ƐƚŽƌǇ ĂůƐŽ ŽŶĞ ĂďŽƵƚ ƐŽůĚŝĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚŽĚĂǇ ĂŶĚ implicitly reassures the visitor that recent and 
contemporary conquests continue to be  ‘honourable ?. The soldiers in Crimea who rescued Snob are translated, 
through the afterlives that circulate around the body of the dog, into an emblem for contemporary soldiers who 
can also be understood through ideas of care and compassion. They can then be made intelligible as good men 
on present day honourable rescue missions,saving entire regions by bringing them the same civilised values that 
prompted their historic comrades  to stoop and pet Snob that day on the Crimean battlefield. 
 
Snob and intimacy as colonial differentiation: The personhood of Snob, erasure, and differentiating the civil from 
the savage  
 
                                               
87 WĂƵůĐŚƚĞƌ ? ‘hŶƌƵůǇŽĚŝĞƐ PdŚĞZŚĞƚŽƌŝĐĂůŽŵĞƐƚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨdǁĞŶƚǇ-First-ĞŶƚƵƌǇsĞƚĞƌĂŶƐŽĨtĂƌ ? ?Quarterly Journal of Speech 96, 
no. 1 (2010): 48. 
88 ^ĞĞ P:ƵůŝĂtĞůůĂŶĚ ? ‘:ŽǇĂŶĚǁĂƌ PZĞĂĚŝŶŐƉůĞĂƐƵƌĞŝŶǁĂƌƚŝŵĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ? ?Review of International Studies 44, no. 3 (2018): 438 W455; 
:ŽĂŶŶĂdŝĚǇ ? ‘tĂƌƌĂĨƚ PdŚĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚWŽůŝƚŝĐƐŽĨDĂŬŝŶŐtĂƌ ? ?Security Dialogue 50, no. 3 (2019): 220-238, 234-5. 
89 David Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War (London: Routledge, 1993). 
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Although we started thinking and writing about Snob as an inanimate object the reader may observe how we 
ŚĂǀĞĂŶŝŵĂƚĞĚŚŝŵŝŶŽƵƌƉƌŽƐĞ ?^ŶŽďŝƐ ‘ŚĞ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ ‘ŝƚ ? ?tĞŚĂǀĞǁƌŝƚƚĞŶŚŝŵŝŶƚŽĂƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŽĨŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ
personhood, arguably to a greater extent than anyone else in this paper (including ourselves). Within the 
museum Snob is awarded a great deal of personhood. He is given a name and a story, and individualised as a 
social media presence. We learn that he was given a medal, something usually reserved for people. In these 
ways he is produced, and relatable to by visitors, as much more of a person than the millions of people who 
lived and died under British colonial rule. They are largely absent from the museum other than as terrain. The 
Museum proudly observes that the Royal Engineers literally built the British Empire. In its accounts of 
imperialist and colonial mapping, terrain, and bridging, those whose lands were mapped, whose bodies were 
collapsed into terrain, whose lives were carved as territory, are conspicuously erased or held up as examples of 
exotic otherness  W ƚŚĞ  ‘ƉŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚŽĨĂƵůƵtŝƚĐŚŽĐƚŽƌ ƚĂŬĞŶďǇĂZŽǇĂůŶŐŝŶĞĞƌ ŝŶ  ? ? ? ? ?ďĞŝŶŐĂƉƌŝŵĞ
example within the museum.  
 
The presence of Snob as a person entails the absence of others on these terms. The production of animal 
personhood functions as a differentiating mechanism that separates ƚŚĞ  ‘ĐŝǀŝůŝƐĞĚ ?  ?ĨƵůůǇ ŚƵŵĂŶ ) ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ
 ‘savage ? (not fully human). The treatment of Snob the dog as someone to be cared for, and the situatedness of 
ƚŚŝƐǁŝƚŚŝŶĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĐƵůƚƵƌĂůŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ŵĂŶ ?ƐďĞƐƚĨƌŝĞŶĚ ? ?ŝƐĂŶĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŝĚĞƌǁĂǇƐŝŶǁŚich the 
relationship between humans and animals, and the appropriate treatment of particular animals become linked 
to ideas of civilisation and civilised personhood. This differentiation concerns  the intimate relations of who is 
allowed into domestic spacĞƐ ?ǁŚŽ ŝƐ ƚƌĞĂƚĞĚĂƐ  ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ? ?ĂŶĚǁŚŽ ŝƐƵƐĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞĨĂŵŝůǇ ?^ƵĐŚĐŽĚification of 
appropriate relations of intimacy relates to how people are deemed civilised or uncivilised. There are those that 
have appropriate intimate and domestic relations (such as caring for dogs) and those who do not (who may eat 
them, not care for them or fear them). This is not only organised around human intimacy but also that with 
animals which are treated in particular ways based upon assumptions of appropriate or suspicious intimate 
relations  and domesticity. The colonial figuration of the dog as a signifier of civilised differentiation is alive and 
well today  W the practice of WĞƐƚĞƌŶƐŽůĚŝĞƌƐ ‘ƌĞƐĐƵŝŶŐ ?ĚŽŐƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐƚŚĞǇĂƌĞŽĐĐƵƉǇŝŶŐĂŶĚďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞŵ ‘ŚŽŵĞ ?ŚĂs spawned myriad crowdfunding initiatives, charities and a subgenre of dog rescue memoir90.  
 
Snob is part of the imperial debris of museums ?ďŽƚŚĂƐĂŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů ‘ůĞĨƚŽǀĞƌ ?ĨƌŽŵŝŵƉĞƌŝĂůĂnd colonial violence 
ĂŶĚ ĂƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ĐŽůŽŶŝĂůŝƚǇ ?Ɛ ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ŽĨ ruination. As a material object the now-preserved dog was 
originally a spoil of war, picked up from the remains, rot and destruction of an imperial battlefield. And in the 
ways discussed here through the terms of our encounter with it, this object of ruin reproduces the ongoing 
violence and ruination of colonial power. . As we have argued, within the museum, Snob is given more 
personhood than the millions who were killed and dispossessed under British colonialism, past and present, and 
through the actions of units such as the Royal Engineers, whether in colonial India or in Iraq today. The 
treatment of Snob ĂƐ ‘ƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ŝƐĐĞŶƚƌĂůƚŽƚŚĞǁĂǇƚŚĂƚƚŚis colonial violence is normalised and even 
celebrated within the exhibition. Snobs curation not only obscures the museum as ŝŵƉĞƌŝĂůĚĞďƌŝƐďƵƚ^ŶŽď ?ƐŝƐ
imperial debris; the curated object directly links the colonial and imperial wars of the Crimea and the 
protection/opening up of trade routes to India with ongoing forms of global warfare conducted by the British 
state which the wider museum narrates. At the same time, the prominence and anthropomorphisation of Snob 
reveals the active legacies of racial schemas of human worth reproduced within the museum space and within 
                                               
90 Examples include Craig Grossi, Craig And Fred: A Marine, a Stray Dog, and How they Saved Each Other (New York, Harper Collins: 
2017); Jay Kopelman, From Baghdad to America: Life after War for a Marine and His Rescued Dog, (New York: Skyhorse Publishing, 
2010); Terri Crisp, No Buddy Left Behind: Bringing U.S. Troops' Dogs and Cats Safely Home from the Combat Zone, (Guilford, CT: Globe 
Pequot Press, 2012).  
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contemporary international politics. In the treatment of Snob, we are reminded how domesticated animals 
were often, and arguably continue to be, treated as closer to humanity than colonised peoples.91. Where dogs 
are recognised as part of the family, these same appeals to familial intimacy can be used to reveal the apparent 
backwardness of populations and communities racialised as non-white. The  ‘underdevelopment ? of 
heteronormative domesticity and appropriate human and animal intimacies continues to be used as a proxy for 
the apparent absence of civilisation and humanness and this works as a justification for dispossession and 
violence.92 Whilst Snob might invite intimate feelings through the objects curation, this invitation works to 
sustain racialised modes of address. The object works as a site of international politics by intimately addressing 
the position of the white coloniser/visitor/researcher who can both imagine the dog as benign and the museum 
ĂƐĂƐƉĂĐĞ ‘ĨƌĞĞ ?ŽĨĐŽůŽŶŝĂůǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞ ?Within the broader logics and material linkages that constitute museums 
as imperial debris, Snob is merely one node in how colonial knowledge and subject positions are reproduced 
within such sites in the metropole.  
 
Conclusion 
When ůŽŽŬŝŶŐĨŽƌ ‘ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƚĂƌŝƚŝƐŚŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇŵƵƐĞƵŵ ?ǁĞŵŝŐŚƚďĞƚĞŵƉƚĞĚƚŽƉĂƐƐŽǀĞƌ^ŶŽď
the dog.  ‘He ?, and the responses he seems to invite (as cute, out of place, familiar and familial, or equally disgust 
and fear), might seem like a fleeting curiosity but nothing much more. However, as we have shown, Snob, and 
the intimate responses he invites and elicits (and the assumptions about these intimate responses that, as 
researchers, we made when encountering Snob during fieldwork), are key to understanding the British Army 
Royal Engineers Museum as an everyday site of coloniality. The starting point for our analysis in this article has 
been that when studying museums as sites of international relations we should be attuned to the ways in which 
they are sites of a colonially-produced international. Guided by the concept of coloniality, and framing this in 
the museum context through the notion of imperial debris, we have put forward a methodological approach to 
the museum space which involves strategies for fieldwork and analysis oriented towards intimacy as socio-
sexual affects, scales and proximities and differentiating logics. In particular, we have drawn attention to the 
intimate politics of objects93, such as in the way that organising objects script socio-sexual and affective 
encounters within museums. We have pointed to the ways in which a site-specific auto-/ethnographic 
exploration of coloniality and intimacy at the museum works with how researchers are already called upon to 
experience them and their collections of imperial debris through racialised logics of citizenship, nationalism, 
history, and geopolitical institutions. This directs attention to the positionality of the researcher and an entailed 
ethic in which our inclusions, complicities or exclusions are situated within ongoing colonial structures and 
relations. These issues pertaining to reflexivity, positionality and power speak more broadly to the politics of 
fieldwork itself. Although here we have focused on the museum as a research site, the questions, sensitivities 
and strategies we have outlined can ďĞĂƉƉůŝĞĚƚŽŽƚŚĞƌĨŽƌŵƐŽĨ ‘ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŽƌĂƌĐŚŝǀĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŽŽƚŚĞƌcollections 
of, and social/political relations with, objects.  
 
                                               
91
 Take for example the case of  ‘:ƵƐƚEƵŝƐĂŶĐĞ ?, which was ĂĚŽŐƚŚĂƚƵƐĞĚƚŽĨƌŽůŝĐĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞŶĂǀĂůŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐŝŶ^ŝŵŽŶ ?Ɛdown, South 
Africa in the early 1940s. It was subsequently formally enlisted in the Royal Navy and was buried with a full military funeral. At this time, 
black people were often not considered fully human and were subject to violent policies of white supremacist rule. Today, there is a 
ďƌŽŶǌĞƐƚĂƚƵĞŽĨ:ƵƐƚEƵŝƐĂŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞ^ŝŵŽŶ ?ƐdŽǁŶŚĂƌďŽƵƌ ?^ĞĞŚƚƚƉƐ P ? ?ǁǁǁ ?ƐŝŵŽŶƐƚŽǁŶ ?ĐŽŵ ?ũƵƐƚ-nuisance. We would like to thank 
the editorial team for this illustrative example.  
92 Turner, Bordering intimacy 
93 dŝĚǇ ? ‘tĂƌƌĂĨƚ PdŚĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚ WŽůŝƚŝĐƐŽĨDĂŬŝŶŐtĂƌ ? ?
